Most initial teacher education programmes include a compulsory teaching practice module and there are various models that could be used for first-year students' teaching practice. In South Africa, the Minimum Requirements for Teachers Education Qualification document provides guidelines for teaching practice in initial teacher education programmes, but it does not include specific implementation guidelines. To address this gap, a campus-based teaching practice model to prepare and support first-year students was implemented at a South African university. In this article, I explore first-year students' experiences of this model. I used a mixed methods research design to address this aim. I found, according to their claims, that 89% of participants had benefitted from this model since it provided them with critical insight into what it means to be a teacher. The results of this research could benefit teacher educators and initial teacher education institutions in other places.
Introduction
In education, the term for work integrated learning (WIL) is used interchangeably with concepts such as practicum, teaching practice, teaching experience, professional training or school-based training. All these concepts make reference to the compulsory requirement for pre-service teachers to engage in an authentic classroom setting before they qualify as set out in the Minimum Requirements for Teachers Education Qualification (MRTEQ; Department of Higher Education and Training (DHET) 2015). In this article, I refer to a WIL model used for first-year student teachers during their first teaching practice that is situated in the wider body of research in initial teacher education (ITE).
First-year university students are particularly vulnerable at university because the transition from high school to university can be a challenging experience for them. Student attrition at universities has become a worldwide concern and is viewed as a calamitous problem in South Africa (Letseka & Cosser, 2010) . The challenges faced by first-year students are multi-causal in nature and can be linked to personal circumstances and problems, funding concerns, course selection, difficulty in forming social networks, and inadequate pre-university education (Araque, Roldán, & Salguero, 2009; Gerdes & Mallinckrodt, 1994; Ramrathan, 2013; Smith & Naylor, 2001) . One of the reasons for high student dropout rates in South Africa is based on first-year students' under-preparedness for higher education as Slonimsky and Shalem (2006) have observed.
In addition to the demands faced by all first-year students, first-year pre-service student teachers face challenges in relation to understanding and meeting the demands of teaching practice because of their own school experiences. The learn-to-teach literature shows that student teachers often underestimate the demand and complexities of what it means to teach (Grossman, Hammerness, & McDonald, 2009; Loughran, Mulhall, & Berry, 2008) . This presents universities with an opportunity to close this gap by developing programmes that help to prepare first-year students for teaching practice. Our institution has opted for a model that focuses on "procedural" (Kagan, 1992, p. 162) and professional development (Grossman, 1992) since both aspects are regarded as important for first-year students when they make the transition from learner to teacher. The model is comprised of a structured campus-based programme that offers first-year students the opportunity to develop an understanding of the complexities of teaching in a formal and structured setting as we have learned from Rusznyak and Moosa (2014) . This teaching practice model was implemented with first-year students to provide them with a deeper understanding of the intricacies of teaching.
In ITE programmes, teaching practice or what is known as learning in practice, refers to the time students spend in a classroom environment as part of their degree course. However, despite practical learning being an essential component of ITE programmes, different countries and teacher training institutions use different models of teaching practice. There is little agreement as to what constitutes teaching practice and how long it should take place. The time required for teaching practice in the United States of America is sixteen weeks whereas New Zealand requires students to complete a minimum of fourteen weeks, but preferably twenty or more weeks, while in England students need to spend at least twentyfour weeks at this (Quick & Siebörger, 2005) . In addition, according to Niemi and Jakku-Sihvonen (2011) , in Finland the time spent on teaching practice varies depending on the qualification, with up to fourteen weeks for undergraduate degrees and between five to eight weeks for Masters degrees. In China students are required to complete eight to ten weeks, in Australia eight to nine weeks, in Hong Kong nineteen weeks, in Canada twenty-eight weeks, and in Singapore twenty-two weeks (Manzar-Abbas & Lu, 2013) of teaching practice. In African countries like Zimbabwe, students complete five school terms according to Ngara and colleagues (2013) which equates to about seventy weeks while in Malawi, Kaphesi (2013) has noted that students complete twelve weeks of teaching practice. different models (see Reddy, Menkveld, & Bitzer, 2008) . This is problematic since it fails to ensure uniformity of teaching practice across all ITE institutions in South Africa.
The guidelines for ITE programmes regarding teaching practice are set out in the MRTEQ (DHET, 2015) document, according to which practical learning is one of the principles that should underpin the design of ITE programmes. Despite WIL being a key component of ITE programmes, the policy document does not specify how the programme ought to be implemented. However, the MRTEQ document (DHET, 2015) does state the period for the WIL component: "students should spend a minimum of 20 weeks and a maximum of 32 weeks in formally supervised and assessed school-based practice over the four-year duration of the degree" (DHET, 2015, p. 25) . It is at the discretion of the institutions how they structure the time, the programme, and assessments for students during teaching practice.
With this mixed methods study, I aim to contribute to this field by exploring first-year student teachers' experiences of a teaching practice model. This model was introduced at the School of Education at the University of the Witwatersrand in South Africa. It was comprised of a campus-based programme and a school-based one. The overall intention of this research was to gain insights into the value of preparing first-year students for teaching practice by allowing them to attend a campus-based programme before they were placed in a school. My goal was to evaluate the effectiveness of this campus-based programme from the perspective of the first-year students who participated in it. Their perceptions of the effectiveness of the programme were evaluated against how useful they found the information when they attended their first school-based practicum.
Theoretical perspective
Debates in the literature indicate that a primary influence on students' perception of what teaching entails is based on their observations of their own teachers while at school (Chong, 2011; Friesen & Besley, 2013; Grossman, et al., 2009; Kelchtermans & Hamilton, 2004; Luft & Roehrig, 2007) . This means that first-year teaching students arrive at university with some idea of what teaching is, based on their "apprenticeship of observation" (Lortie, 1975, p. 62) . They have developed a notion of what the practice of teaching is comprised of through observational learning (Bandura, 1977) . Lortie (1975) has also argued that students' prior knowledge about teaching is an anticipatory socialisation. This takes place throughout the students' schooling life, and, more importantly, exerts a powerful influence on their learning journey in becoming teachers as Osman, Petersen, Robinson, and van der Merwe (2010) have reminded us. As learners at school, they develop their initial beliefs about teachers' work, the various teaching methodologies used, discipline strategies, and interpersonal relationships between students and teachers when they observe their teachers.
Consequently, first-year students' beliefs about teaching can be laden with "folk pedagogies" (Bruner, 1996, p. 44) . The students' perceptions of what constitutes good or bad teaching practices were developed during their own schooling experiences and thus they might "vary greatly in their knowledge and skills before they enter preparation" (Darling-Hammond & Baratz-Snowden, 2007, p. 114) . This means that the first-year students saw only the instructional phase of teaching as Shulman (1988) has noted, which could lead them to believe that their teachers came to class to present information that they found in textbooks. Students are rarely exposed to other aspects of teaching such as the managing of learners and ideas and the emotional aspects of working with children. If first-year students' perceptions of teaching are based on this narrow framework of their own experiences, then it is vital that they are exposed to opportunities that move them beyond these preconceived ideas and uncover the intricacies of what it actually means to teach. Students who are inadequately prepared for the reality of being in a classroom for their first teaching practice might "feel overwhelmed, underprepared [and this leads many to] leave the profession after only a few years" (Schauer, 2018, p. 1) .
Theoretical lens
The theoretical lens that informs this article is constructivism. This theoretical standpoint focuses on what people do with information to develop knowledge (Jordan, Carlile, & Stack, 2008) . Constructivism proposes that reality is constructed from a perception of one's environment and that each person constructs a different understanding of the world (Watts, Cockcroft, & Duncan, 2013) . According to Gray and MacBlain, (2015) learning is an active process with which individuals engage; knowledge is internally generated by an individual and the environment (Cockcroft, 2013) . In general, as indicated by Geary (1995) , people are active learners and develop knowledge for themselves. In other words, constructivism argues that knowledge is not passively received but is built by the cognising subject (Applefield, Huber & Moallem, 2000; Jones and Brader-Araje, 2002) . This approach suggests that firstyear students construct knowledge about teaching for themselves either individually or socially as they learn; their ability to make meaning and construct their own knowledge from experience is important for their development as teachers.
Constructivism has two main domains-the cognitive and the social. Cognitive constructivism is the process by which students make sense of the world around them by constructing "their own sense of what is being learned by building internal connections or relationships among the ideas and facts being taught" (Borich & Tombari, 1997, p. 177) . In this particular study, first-year students' perceptions about teaching are based on their schooling environments, which (as stated previously) are not necessarily conducive to learning and teaching. They make connections in relation to what teaching entails by making sense of what they observed their teachers doing in school. This can be problematic for many students because of the disparity found in their various school contexts. Social constructivism emphasises the importance of social interactions and the role played by society and culture in learning (Jordan, Carlile, & Stack, 2008) . From a social perspective, first-year pre-service teachers develop notions of what teaching is based on the school environments in which they found themselves as learners-a context in crisis in South Africa. From an epistemological perspective, this means that learning to teach requires beginner teachers to think about teaching in different ways from what they have learned through their own experiences (Hammerness, Darling-Hammond, & Bransford, 2005) . ITE programmes often have to demystify first-year students' preconceived ideas about teaching. The reality of being in a classroom for the first time allows students the opportunity to explore their initial perceptions of teaching and how they came to hold such beliefs (Borg, 2015; Lortie, 1975) . If left unchallenged, these preconceived ideas can affect the dynamics of learning to teach and further hamper the establishment of a teacher identity (Walkington, 2005) . Hence a teaching practice model should assist first-year students to reflect critically on their preconceived ideas of teaching in an informed way.
The aim of teaching practice is to assist students to become teachers. However, teaching is an intricate exercise with many intersecting factors. Teacher preparation is a process that aims to produce an effective and competent teacher who demonstrates an ability to teach (Hagger & McIntyre, 2006) . Furthermore, teaching practice intends to provide students with a safe environment in which they are able to gain the necessary skills and understanding of what teaching entails, so that they become more self-confident (Moody, 2009 ). I argue that placing students in a school too early and without adequate preparation about what teaching entails results in their becoming either skeptical and/ or regretting their decision to become teachers. Becoming a teacher can be an "emotional and demanding experience" (Hagger & McIntyre, 2006, p. 10) . Burke (2010) has stated that the overwhelming demands made on first-year students during their first teaching practice can lead to their experiencing what is known as practice-shock. While students cannot be protected from the reality of being in a classroom, they should be given sufficient time and opportunity to distance themselves from their preconceived perceptions and to develop a holistic understanding of what teaching entails. Before students are placed in a classroom, they need to have a nuanced understanding of what teaching involves and how to be and act as teachers themselves.
Teaching practice model
This research aimed to explore first-year students' experiences of a teaching practice model implemented at a particular institute. There were two teaching practice sessions that first-year students were required to attend. Each session consisted of three weeks with one session in May and the second in September. The May teaching practice sessions were used for the campus-based programme.
Structure of a campus-based programme
The ITE programme used previously at this institution was structured to allow first-year students to go to schools for teaching practice within their first four months at the university. During this time, students were expected to complete an observation assignment, but no university tutor was allocated to observe the students as they taught at schools. However, the supervising teachers at schools were required to mentor and support students as well as to complete an assessment form for each of the students allocated to them. Students returned to campus for one day during their teaching practicum in order to meet with a campus-based tutor and their peers. On this day, the students were required to do a micro-teaching session in small groups: the intention was to give them feedback so that they could improve their lessons before they presented them to the learners at their respective schools. Rusznyak and Moosa (2014, p. S91) have argued that a campus-based model "offers possibilities for developing students' understanding of teaching as a complex cognitive practice." This led to the teaching practice programme for first-year students being changed so that these students attended a three-week long campus-based programme that replaced the need for students to attend schools during the May teaching practice session. The shift to a campus-based programme provided what Schön (1987) called, more than thirty years ago, a "low-risk setting for novice learning" (p. 17) and, following Cochran- Smith and Lytle (1999) , students could engage in a focused manner on knowledge of practice. It also provided an opportunity for students to engage with their initial conceptions of teaching either by demystifying misconceptions or by engaging with new concepts and information before being placed in a classroom as Hammerness and colleagues (2005) have suggested. Furthermore, the campus-based programme in May provided students with additional scaffolding before they were placed in a school during their September teaching practice. It focused on four skills and knowledge sets highlighted in the MRTEQ document that could not be covered thoroughly by the curriculum in the students' first four months at university: the ability to "communicate effectively in general"; "manage classrooms effectively"; "have a positive work ethic, display appropriate values and conduct themselves in a manner that befits, enhances and develops the teaching profession"; and, last, "to reflect critically on their own practice" (DHET, 2015, p. 64) .
For the second 3-week teaching practice session in September, the students were placed in a school and returned to campus only for a day's programme. The tutors for this programme were carefully selected. They included ex-school principals, heads of departments, or retired educators from various schooling contexts who mentored the students and provided them with practical constructive examples and comments. In this way, students were able to reflect on their beliefs and start their exploration of teacher identity.
The overall structure of the campus-based programme had the students attend a lecture each morning and then move into tutorial groups in which they engaged in discussions and completed written and practical tasks. These tutorials, based on the lectures, were led by experienced teachers. Each day the students were required to complete various written tasks, practical tasks, and group-based activities. The programme was based on the two pillars of professional and personal development since these were regarded as crucial aspects for students to start to "think like a teacher" (Hammerness et al., 2005, p. 358) . The specific sessions for each of these two sections were conceptualised by the campus-based programme team, prompted by comments and recommendations received from schools, students, and tutors about what additional skills and information first-year students need in order to be more adequately prepared for teaching practice. See Table 1 for the components included in the campus-based programme. These skills were included in the programme because first-year students often lacked effective communicative skills, such as how to use their voice and body effectively when presenting lessons. By having them acquire these skills, I hoped to build students' self confidence in a safe environment before they were placed in a school. Classroom management is an aspect that concerns most novice teachers because negative experiences with learners' behaviour has an adverse effect on teachers' instructional efficacy as Juuti, Christophersen, Elstad, Solhaug, & Turmo (2018) have made clear. The session on classroom management was meant to highlight the complexities of teaching, such as dealing with learner discipline and general administrative tasks, so that the students learned that teaching was more than the presentation of content to learners. First-year students are not always aware of these complexities because of their apprenticeship of observation when they were learners at school. Additional sessions in the programme included coverage of the following: school protocols; using reflective journals; issues surrounding bullying and aggression; emotional intelligence; stress and coping mechanisms; and professionalism. All these sessions encouraged the students to challenge their preconceived ideas about teaching.
The campus-based programme planners consciously chose not to have sessions on aspects of lesson planning and presentation since these skills had been covered during the methodology course, as well as in other first-year courses. In addition, the intention was to cover this aspect comprehensively during the second campus-based session in September.
The main question this research aimed to address was: "What are first-year students' experiences of a campus-based teaching practice model?"
In order to answer the main research question the following sub-questions were developed:
1. What are the limitations of the model as viewed by first-year students? 2. How have first-year students benefitted from the teaching practice model? 3. How could the model be improved?
These sub-questions will be elaborated on in the findings and discussion section of this paper.
Research methods and methodology
By following Cresswell (2008) in using both quantitative and qualitative data to make sense of a phenomenon, this mixed methods study aimed at richer data collection and a deeper understanding of students' experiences of the practicum model. This research method proved useful in understanding how first-year students benefitted from a campus-based teaching practice model. Furthermore, in line with Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, and Turner (2007, this design allowed for depth and breadth in identifying and understanding the limitations of this model and how its effectiveness could be improved upon. The qualitative and qualitative data was compared for common themes and sub-themes and these multiple views, as expressed in the data, enhanced its reliability and validity.
Participants
The participants in this research were students registered for their first year of a bachelor's degree in education at the University of the Witwatersrand in South Africa. The participants, male and female, were all full-time students aged between 18 and 56 some of whom were specialising as primary and others as secondary school teachers. Participants were from a heterogeneous group in terms of racial, cultural, and social backgrounds as well as in terms of gender, age, and schooling backgrounds. This assisted in enhancing the variability of the data. Permission to conduct this research was given by the University of the Witwatersrand's ethics committee. Confidentiality has been ensured by not naming any participants. Participants were made aware that their involvement was voluntary in this project, and that they could withdraw at any time if they chose to do so. Out of 523 first-year students, 490 students completed the questionnaire on their experiences of the model, while 33 students did not attend the campus-based programme. (These 33 students had dropped out but had not deregistered from the degree.) The high number of students who participated in the research increased the external validity of the data.
Measures and data collection
In line with suggestions made by Creswell (2013) , I used an explanatory sequential design for the study in which both quantitative and qualitative data were collected and implemented in two phases. The initial data collection method was quantitative to allow for "objectivity in measuring and describing phenomena" (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 21) . Immediately after the three-week campus-based programme in May, the students were asked to complete a questionnaire containing closed questions in which they ranked the various lectures and activities of the programme as "excellent, good, average, or should not be included" (see Appendix 1). This data from the 490 participants was collated to form the basis for the quantitative data.
In the second phase, a qualitative data collection process, open-ended questions were used. This method allowed the participants to express their views freely in contrast to the predetermined choices they had been given in the first phase of the data collection process. Students (n = 490) answered these questions after their second teaching practice session, which was a school-based session in September.
1. What information or skills from the campus-based programme was/were useful during the school-based practicum? 2. What should have been included in the campus-based programme and what should be removed?
The students reflected on the highlights of the campus-based programme and provided suggestions as to how this programme could have been improved in the light of their schoolbased teaching practice in September. This allowed them to express themselves freely regarding their teaching experience and to reflect on how useful they found the information from the campus-based programme in practice.
Analysis
The quantitative data was collated to present a numeric account of students' preferences of the activities offered during the campus-based programme. This information is presented in Figure 1 . I analysed the qualitative data that had been collected in the form of open-ended questionnaires by looking at each questionnaire on its own, and then in comparison with other questionnaires. In this way codes and categories were derived that gave rise to what McMillan and Schumacher (2010, p. 378) have called "patterns of meanings." I used thematic content analysis in "the subjective interpretation of the content of text data through the systematic classification process of coding and identifying themes or patterns" (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005 , p. 1278 . Themes were derived by means of an inductive approach following Mouton and Marais (1993) , which allowed for the data to be analysed without any preexisting notions. The relevant findings of the quantitative and qualitative data were integrated in order to understand the students' point of view about the campus-based programme. This was done by coding the data from both data sets separately into themes and sub-themes. Thereafter, I merged common themes and sub-themes from both data sets to help answer the research questions. The advantage of integrating the data is that it enhanced the reliability and validity of the findings.
Findings and discussion
The findings are discussed by focusing on the students' views regarding the limitations and improvements that could be made to the model and the benefits of the model.
Students' evaluation of various sessions and activities
From the statistical information, which was derived from Figure 1 , the results were that over 41% of participants found excellent and worth including in follow sessions: oral and kinetic approaches to teac example of good teacher practice; bullying in schools; teaching as a caring profession, and classroom management. The session on teaching and emotions was ranked as excellent by 31% of participants, which means t Only 14% of participants found the session on school structures and procedures useful, and this result might mean that most participants were familiar with this topic, so it should be excluded from future programmes. This data showed that most of the students regarded content that provided them with information on how to interact with learners as a priority in comparison to self-development and informative sessions. 
Limitations and suggested improvements to the campus
In order to assess fully the viability of this model, it is important to acknowledge what students regarded as its limitations. The question referring to the limitations of based programme was left blank by 138 students. The reason for this choice might have been that the students did not identify any of the programme's limitations or that they opted not to state what they were. For 104 students there was nothing e Moosa: Reducing practice Findings and discussion d by focusing on the students' views regarding the limitations and improvements that could be made to the model and the benefits of the model.
Students' evaluation of various sessions and activities
From the statistical information, which was derived from the quantitative data provided in Figure 1 , the results were that over 41% of participants found six out of the excellent and worth including in follow-up programmes. These included the following sessions: oral and kinetic approaches to teaching; teaching as a holistic profession; an example of good teacher practice; bullying in schools; teaching as a caring profession, and classroom management. The session on teaching and emotions was ranked as excellent by 31% of participants, which means that this session will be included in future programmes. Only 14% of participants found the session on school structures and procedures useful, and this result might mean that most participants were familiar with this topic, so it should be ture programmes. This data showed that most of the students regarded content that provided them with information on how to interact with learners as a priority in development and informative sessions.
the lectures
Limitations and suggested improvements to the campus-based programme
In order to assess fully the viability of this model, it is important to acknowledge what students regarded as its limitations. The question referring to the limitations of based programme was left blank by 138 students. The reason for this choice might have been that the students did not identify any of the programme's limitations or that they opted not to state what they were. For 104 students there was nothing extra that needed to be included in Moosa: Reducing practice-shock 103 d by focusing on the students' views regarding the limitations and improvements that could be made to the model and the benefits of the model. the quantitative data provided in out of the eight sessions up programmes. These included the following hing; teaching as a holistic profession; an example of good teacher practice; bullying in schools; teaching as a caring profession, and classroom management. The session on teaching and emotions was ranked as excellent by hat this session will be included in future programmes. Only 14% of participants found the session on school structures and procedures useful, and this result might mean that most participants were familiar with this topic, so it should be ture programmes. This data showed that most of the students regarded content that provided them with information on how to interact with learners as a priority in based programme
In order to assess fully the viability of this model, it is important to acknowledge what students regarded as its limitations. The question referring to the limitations of the campusbased programme was left blank by 138 students. The reason for this choice might have been that the students did not identify any of the programme's limitations or that they opted not to xtra that needed to be included in the programme since "it truly was an awesome experience." A total of 24 students were critical about the model and stated that they would have preferred to be placed in a school instead of being on campus.
Students' views on the limitations of the programme focused on two main aspects. The first was that the content covered in the programme did not focus sufficiently on practical skills (n = 209). Second, the students stated that the structure of the programme did not allow them sufficient time for lesson preparation and presentation (n = 66).
Content of the programme
Regarding the content of the programme, 106 students wanted more information on classroom management techniques in various school contexts, and 58 students wanted information on how to interact with supervising teachers.
Classroom management techniques
Even though the campus-based programme included a component on classroom management and how to discipline learners, some of the students stated that the discipline component lacked information on the following: "practical knowledge on how to discipline learners"; different kinds of "reward techniques"; discipline techniques for "different phases or grades"; techniques to apply to different educational arenas, such as urban, public, independent, township, or rural schools. One of the students wished to "have practised or done role play [activities] based on what discipline strategies would work best." From these comments it can be concluded that students expected more procedural knowledge on how to manage discipline, which was not possible to do in this programme.
The most common concern for new teachers is, as Criticos, Long, Moletsane, Mthiyane, and Mays (2009) have made clear, how to control the learners in their classes. For Conley (2010) , this includes how to maintain discipline and how to be prepared and able to improvise with regard to unanticipated classroom management challenges. This is in line with Fuller's (1969) view that new teachers develop in phases, the first of which is to focus on themselves and their teaching. This includes their ability to control the classroom, what their supervising teachers think of them, and aspects relating to the learners' learning. The main challenge that ITE programmes face is how to prepare students so that they can mediate their ways in various contexts, but also how to expose them to as many diverse contexts as possible. This is important in South Africa because of the disparity found among schools and the fact that there is no guarantee that students will be placed in familiar school contexts during their teaching practice.
Interaction with supervising teachers
Students indicated major challenges while working with their supervising teachers and they sometimes felt ill-equipped to interact with these teachers. One of the students said, "I think the campus-based programme could have included ways or strategies [of] creating a good relationship with a supervising teacher." Another challenge was how to deal with opportunistic teachers who were "demanding" and expected the students to do "extra duties" such as acting as a full-time "substitute teacher" which was contrary to the university's guidelines. The university guidelines sent to schools clearly state that student first-year students are meant to observe experienced teachers and not act as substitute teachers because they are not qualified.
There are debates in the literature concerning the impact of mentoring relationships between supervising teachers and pre-service teachers (see du Plessis, 2013; Kiggundu & Nayimuli, 2009; Quick & Siebörger, 2005; Väisänen, Pietarinen, Pyhältö, Toom, & Soini, 2017; Yuan, 2016) and the effect this has on students. These debates indicate that supervising teachers need to be better equipped to support students on teaching practice since good teachers do not automatically make good mentors.
Structure of the programme
Most recommendations on how to improve the programme were based on structural changes. A total of 313 students felt that the programme should have reduced lecture and tutorial times and recommended that they "do more physical activities." Students expressed the view that the tea and lunch breaks were too long, and they complained about losing interest and attention during long lectures and tutorials. However, some of the students disagreed since they found that the lectures and tutorials covered important and interesting topics, and for them the time allocated was too short. A few students expressed the view that being on campus for three weeks was too long and suggested "two weeks [on campus] and . . . one week for school observation." A total of 66 students felt that they "didn't have enough practice with formulating a lesson plan," despite this having been done in detail during their course on becoming a teacher, which took place before the campus-based programme.
Mostly, the students made recommendations regarding structural changes to the programme and did not include much about the content. This might be because first-year students are often fixated on peripheral aspects since they have not yet acquired the necessary insights into the complexities of teaching. Another reason could be that the programme demanded interaction with peers and tutors every day because students were expected to be active participants in the learning process, and this is somewhat different from attending lectures. Furthermore, students did not enjoy aspects that demanded critical self-reflection on themselves and how this would affect them as teachers. These sessions were meant to challenge their preconceived ideas and to help them think critically about their chosen profession. The reason for their discontent could be linked to their preconceived ideas of teaching, which were based on their social observations when they attended schools as learners.
The benefits of the model I derived the benefits of the model by analysing students' responses to the open-ended questions on how the campus-based programme benefitted them when they were placed in a school. This data was collected after the school-based teaching practice session in September and within the first week of the students' return to campus for lectures. The results showed that 5% of participants thought that they did not benefit from the model. Some of these participants did not specify any reasons for their views while others stated that the schools they attended for teaching practice did not provide any opportunities for them to implement the skills from the campus-based programme. A total of 94% of participants stated that they had benefitted from the model used during the campus-based programme because they were confident when they were placed in a school during the September teaching practice. One of the students stated that "the campus-based programme . . . gave me so much more focused knowledge specifically for teaching. After it, I felt a lot more confident for the next TE [teaching experience] at a school." Overall students' perception of the programme showed that it minimised their experiences of practice-shock when they were placed in a school. This was also shown by the responses that indicated that the campus-based programme provided them with additional skills and knowledge about teaching, and they felt confident when they were placed in schools during the September teaching practice. Furthermore, the programme allowed the students to develop a holistic understanding about teaching and it fostered a critical sense about what it means to be a teacher.
Improved sense of confidence
A total of 287 students indicated that the model allowed them to develop an understanding of how to work with learners, which allowed them to "show confidence" in a classroom setting. The reason for this view was that students felt that they had developed the skills and practised "how to stand and speak in front of a class." Even though these skills were explored in methodology courses and micro-teaching sessions, the programme provided students with additional time and activities to refine these skills. Another student stated that because the campus-based session "didn't just . . . focus on delivering the lesson," this allowed him to become aware of other aspects involved in teaching such as being "motivated." The students' experiences resonated with Moody's (2009) view that students should be given opportunities to develop their self confidence in a safe environment to allow them to improve their skills and to gain a better understanding of teaching.
The development of a critical perspective
The model provided students (n = 107) with an opportunity to engage critically with their preconceived ideas about teaching that they had developed through observation when they were learners at school. Overall, students indicated that the model provided them with an opportunity to gain a better understanding of the complexities of what it means to be a teacher. The model assisted a student to "realise what kind of a teacher I need to be in order to assist these learners in the best way possible." Finally, the overall benefit of participating in a campus-based programme was best summarised by a student who said that this particular model "helped or enabled me . . . even when some of the teachers were trying to discourage me from becoming a teacher."
Overall, students indicated that the programme improved their self confidence in a school, but they had been given, too, the opportunity to develop a more critical perspective on what it means to teach. It is important to provide students with an opportunity to demystify their unrealistic expectations of teaching (Hammerness et al., 2005) . The dedicated time students spent on campus in preparation for teaching practice provided them with an opportunity to develop a stronger sense of what teaching entails. This started the shift from being a learner to becoming a pre-service teacher, thus helping the students to establish a teacher identity as envisaged by Walkington (2005) . The model allowed students to make sense of what is expected of them as teachers at a social and at a cognitive level.
Conclusion
This model of teaching practice was developed in the absence of specific implementation criteria by way of policy documents. The aim of this model was to induct and support firstyear students holistically regarding the intricacies of teaching so that they did not flounder when they were placed in a formal school context. This research based on the first-year students' experiences of this model showed that inducting first-year students into the various demands of teaching via a campus-based programme is a viable option. However, students indicated that there were limitations to this programme, too. They recommended that there needed to be a greater focus placed on these issues such as working with specific learners' needs, lesson preparation, how to interact with supervising teachers, practical skills, and information on how to work in various school contexts. Consequently, a campus-based programme should include extra scenario-based and practical activities, with less emphasis on personal development, so that they could be better prepared for their teaching practice. Yet, most of the students indicated that they had benefitted from this model when they were placed in a school since they had critical insights into what it means to be a teacher.
This article adds to the current literature on ITE and possible models that could be used for teaching practice. These finding have implications for policy and practice in that they make a substantiated argument for not placing students in a school at the beginning of their first year. Instead, it argues that students need adequate preparation to challenge their preconceived ideas before re-entering the school context.
One of the limitations of this research is that the impact of the programme was evaluated with one cohort of students immediately after they had returned from teaching practice at schools. Future research could include asking this cohort of students in their final year of study about how this programme informed their teaching practice during their 4-year university course. Another possible research focus would be to obtain data from various cohorts of first-year students so as to evaluate this programme over a period of three years and then to compare the findings. Furthermore, it is important for additional research to be conducted in other universities on the benefits and limitations of this model for the induction of first-year students into the teaching profession. The findings of this article will be, I hope, of benefit to teacher educators, ITE institutions, and help to develop policies on how to implement teaching practice for first-year students in South Africa and other places.
